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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
The personality structure of individuals with high 
intelligence has been the subject of speculation throughout 
history, fueled by observations that these people often differ 
substantially from their peers in ways that intuitively appear 
unrelated to their precocity. Myths and half-truths about 
such individuals have proliferated, some of them persisting 
today. 
In spite of the development of more precise scientific 
procedures and sophisticated statistical methodology, current 
empirical literature concerning the nature and personalities 
of highly-intelligent people can be described as inconsistent 
and confusing in its findings. 
A number of methodological problems contribute to these 
inconsistencies. The definition of the construct intelligence 
lacks consensus (Benbow & Minor, 1990), and its 
operationalization is diverse, with some researchers using 
achievement criteria and others using standardized 
intelligence measures. Furthermore, cut-off IQ scores used to 
define intellectual precocity range from 120 to 180, a 
difference of four standard deviations. It is unreasonable to 
expect such individuals to share personality traits related to 
the commonality of high intelligence when the ability of these 
subjects varies as much as four standard deviations and they 
were selected using different types of measures. 
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Furthermore, a number of current researchers emphasize 
that intellectual giftedness is not a unitary construct, but 
rather should be conceptualized as consisting of multiple 
talents (Benbow & Minor, 1990). The research presented here 
was designed to excimine the personality characteristics of 
adolescents who are all highly talented, but in different 
domains. Specifically, it examined the questions: Are 
personality characteristics related to domains of talent? 
And, if so, what characteristics are associated with what 
domain? Are there interactions with gender? 
One ideal of our current educational system is to help 
all of our young people strive to reach their potential. Many 
of our most talented youngsters fall far short of this goal. 
Feelings of perfectionism, isolation, and alienation often 
intrude, hindering both academic achievement and personal life 
satisfaction. The potential findings of this research could 
increase our understanding of the inner world of these 
students and thus have implications for gifted education, 
which strives to plan progreuns and interventions to help them 
achieve. 
Dissertation Organization 
This dissertation has been developed according to an 
alternate format and includes the following: (1) a general 
introduction, (2) a literature review manuscript entitled 
"Personality and Interests of Gifted Individuals: A Literature 
Review," (3) a research study manuscript entitled "Personality 
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and Interests of Gifted Adolescents: Differences by Gender and 
Domain," with figures included after the references, (4) a 
general summary of the entire dissertation, and (5) additional 
references for the general introduction and the general 
summary. 
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PERSONALITY AND INTERESTS OF GIFTED INDIVIDUALS: 
A LITERATURE REVIEW 
A paper prepared for submission to the Gifted Child Quarterly 
Rachel Heiss and Ccunilla Perrson Benbow 
INTRODUCTION 
Interest, opinions, and speculation concerning the 
characteristics of people who are highly intelligent have a 
long and diverse history. Through the ages it has been 
observed that individuals who are highly intelligent often 
differ substantially from their peers. This phenomenon has 
encouraged the proliferation of myths and half-truths 
concerning the personalities of people who are highly 
intelligent. For over six decades now, respected scholars 
such as Lewis Terman, Leta Hollingworth, and others have been 
publishing research that refutes many of the earlier 
misconconceptions, but some of these myths persist today 
(Haier & Solano, 1976). 
The purpose of this paper is to review the research 
literature as it relates to the personality characteristics of 
people who are intellectually gifted. Special attention is 
given to differences related to gender and domain of 
giftedness. The nature of our intellectually-gifted 
population is a significant issue: They are an important 
resource, and many fail to even approach the achievement of 
which they are capable. It is both humane and in our 
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collective self-interest to pursue better understanding of 
this population. Various methodological issues have resulted 
in a body of literature that is confusing and inconsistent 
about this important subject. They are addressed in the 
literature review. 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Historical Development 
Throughout recorded history, individuals possessing 
extremely high intellectual ability have been regarded as 
being different from their peers. Sometimes they were thought 
to be deities, at other times, demons (Grinder, 1985). In the 
nineteenth century, precocity continued to be associated with 
pathology (Lombroso, 1891), in spite of Galton's observations 
to the contrary (Galton, 1969/1892). Research by Lewis T. 
Terman (1925) and Leta S. Hollingworth (1942) refuted much of 
the negative mythology, but negative stereotypes still have 
persisted (Haier & Solano, 1976), and impressions of many 
clinicians and educators are at variance with the bulk of 
research findings. 
Do High-Ability Students Differ from their Peers? 
Terman (1925) and Hollingworth (1942) both argued that 
highly-gifted students are superior to their peers in many 
characteristics that are intuitively independent of 
intelligence. Other researchers (Killian, 1983; Mayer, 
Caruso, Zigler, and Dreyden, 1987; Smith, 1962) have found few 
differences separating gifted students from their classmates. 
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Furthermore, even research studies finding differences do not 
necessarily agree about the characteristics differentiating 
highly-intelligent students from non-gifted classmates. These 
inconsistencies can be partially explained by the diverse 
criteria used to define the population, including IQ's ranging 
from 120 to 180 and above. In addition, many studies have not 
considered the different domains of giftedness nor the fact 
that gender may interact with domain. A closer exeunination of 
these issues reveals that these are important considerations 
that shed light on the personalities of these people. 
Characteristics of the Gifted 
Introversion 
Introversion is a basic personality trait that has been 
identified as Factor I of the Big-Five factor structure 
identified by a number of leading personality theorists 
(Digman, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1985), and the 
introversion/extroversion continuum is one of two basic 
personality factors in Eysenck's theory (Eysenck & Eysenck, 
1969). Even though Eysenck (1971) claimed that intelligence 
is not related to introversion, a number of other researchers 
have found that gifted children tend to be introverts 
(Silverman, 1993a; Berndt, Kaiser, & van Aalst, 1982) and that 
the likelihood of introversion increases with the IQ score 
(Silverman, 1986). 
Haier and Denheun (1976), using the Eysenck Personality 
Inventory (EPI; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1964), found 
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mathematically-gifted boys to be both more introverted and 
more interpersonally effective than comparison groups. Using 
Holland's Vocational Preference Inventory (Holland, 1975), 
they also found mathematically-gifted students of both genders 
to be predominantly Investigative, a finding that supports 
introversion as an attribute of mathematically-gifted young 
people. David L. Robinson (1985) examined the relationship 
of ability to introversion by studying the relationship of 
subtest profiles on the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale 
(WAIS; Wechsler, 1955) to the Extraversion (E) scale of the 
Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ; Eysenck, 1975). He 
found that introverts tend to do better on Verbal subtests, 
while extroverts perform higher on Performance subtests. It 
must be noted that the Arithmetic subtest is included under 
"Verbal," and that the Performance subtests, which measure 
visual perceptual and spatial abilities, are timed. It is 
possible that the salient characteristic of Performance 
subtests as related to introversion is the time component. 
Isolation 
A characteristic related to introversion is that of 
isolation or, at least, a willingness to be alone. Several 
authors have identified a willingness, or even preference, to 
be alone as common among the intellectually gifted (Albert, 
1978; McCurdy, 1957). Such isolation seems to be more likely 
when the child is highly gifted (Hollingworth, 1942). For 
example, Sheldon (1959) used the Rorschach inkblot test plus 
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various sociometric studies, classroom observations, and 
interviews to study the issue of isolation in students with IQ 
scores of 170 or higher. He concluded that, although high 
intelligence may contribute to isolation, it is not a 
"sufficient cause" (p. 220) of isolation. He theorized that 
it may result from dyneunics of feunily and school roles in the 
lives of highly-intelligent students. Other researchers 
theorize that isolation comes from a sense of feeling 
"different" from their peers (Janos, Fung, & Robinson, 1985; 
Janos & Robinson, 1985). Indeed, intelligent children are 
different from their peers in both interests and vocabulary 
(Hollingworth, 1942) and, thus, may have trouble finding 
compatible friends (Greenlaw & Mcintosh, 1988). 
Correspondingly, the peers of gifted children may also 
perceive the gifted children as being different from 
themselves and hence tend to exclude them (Janos, Fung, & 
Robinson, 1985). 
A sense of isolation may be exacerbated by a tendency 
toward nonconformity fostered by a willingness to make their 
own judgments (Brode, 1980) and also by their selection of 
more solitary recreational activities, such as fishing, 
walking (Roe, 1952), and reading (Hollingworth, 1942). 
Isolation can even be viewed as a by-product of their love of 
learning: Learning is often a solitary pursuit. 
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Perfectionism 
Perfectionism is another trait frequently identified as 
characteristic of gifted children (Hollingworth, 1926; Kerr, 
1991; Robinson & Noble, 1991). In fact, Whitmore (1980) 
considered striving for perfection to be a key component of 
giftedness. Silverman (1993a) offered a possible explanation 
of this perfectionism by relating it to the good abstract 
reasoning also characteristic of gifted individuals. She 
reasoned that the gifted child is capable of visualizing or 
conceptualizing perfection due to their extraordinary 
reasoning abilities. 
Need for Precision 
A trait closely related to perfectionism is a need for 
precision. Hollingworth (1927) recognized that gifted 
children often have an extraordinary need for precision. In 
fact, Silverman (1993a) used this need for precision to 
explain the trait of argumentativeness. These children feel a 
need to correct errors and may not realize that, to others, 
the experience of being corrected is aversive. Kline and 
Meckstroth (1985) identified the need for precision as 
especially characteristic of the extremely gifted. 
Self-sufficiencv 
According to Warren and Heist (1960), self-sufficiency is 
the trait most often found to be characteristic of the 
intellectually gifted. This supports the observations of 
Hildreth (1938), who said such a child "keeps himself busy by 
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setting tasks for himself" (p. 301). It is also consistent 
with the findings of Gottsdanker (1968)/ who found that gifted 
women strongly value autonomy and non-authoritarianism. 
Sense of Humor 
Gifted children also appreciate humor (Hildreth, 1938). 
Their delight in puns and word plays (Greenlaw & Mcintosh, 
1988) suggests that their sense of humor is related to well-
developed verbal ability. It likely is also related to their 
ability to grasp relationships quickly. Shade (1991) 
conducted research on the reponse of gifted students to humor 
and found them more responsive to verbal humor than their 
peers from the general population. 
Energetic 
Terman (1925) and Miles (1954) described gifted 
individuals as having high energy. Although they were 
referring to physical energy, traits such as enthusiasm, as 
described by Halpin, Payne, and Ellett (1975), and mental 
vigor, as described by Carter (1958), suggest that the trait 
of high energy is broader and includes the mental domain as 
well. In fact, Hildreth (1938) commented on their 
"inexhaustible supply of mental energy" (p. 301). The 
overexcitabilities described by Dabrowski (1972) and 
Piechowski (1991) and the excitability cited by Lovecky (1993) 
support the pervasiveness of this characteristic. 
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Curiosity and Need for Intellectual Challenge 
Cox (1981) identified curiosity as "one of the most 
pervasive characteristics" (p. 113) of intellectually gifted 
children. Other researchers (Subotnik, Summers, Kassan, & 
Wasser, 1993) have documented gifted children's need to have 
their curiosity satisfied. Similarly, Hollingworth (1942) 
commented that gifted children enjoy complicated games and 
activities requiring intellectual skill, and Lovecky (1992) 
commented on the need for mental stimulation as especially 
characteristic of highly-intelligent individuals. 
Extreme Levels of Precocity 
Although degrees of mental retardation are recognized as 
having important practical implications (Milgram, 1991), 
degrees of precocity are not given much consideration. In 
fact, extreme precocity is the least-studied aspect in the 
area of intellectual giftedness (Feldman, 1979). 
Leta Hollingworth (1942) recognized the "special 
perplexities" (p. 253) of highly-precocious children and 
recent research confirms that they are, indeed, different in 
behavior, achievement, and values from their less-precocious 
peers. 
In a comparison of students scoring in the top 1/4 of the 
top one percent on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) with 
those scoring the lower 1/4 of the top one percent, Benbow 
(1992) found that those in the top group achieved far more 
than those in the lower group. In a different study, Benbow 
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(1986) also found the physiological characteristics of left 
handednessr allergies, and myopia to be correlated with 
extreme precococity. Brody and Benbow (1986) concluded that 
highly-gifted individuals fit in less well and are less 
popular than their peers who are less-highly gifted. 
Furthermore, Fox (1976) uncovered a striking relationship in 
the degree of mathematical precocity of adolescent males with 
the importance of theoretical values as measured on the 
Allport, Vernon, and Lindzey's Study of Values (1970). In 
addition, Kline and Meckstroth (1985) have identified need for 
precision as especially descriptive of the highly gifted, and 
Lovecky (1992) argued that the extremely-precocious 
individuals have an extraordinarily high need for mental 
stimulation. Feldman (1984) reported that Terman's female 
subjects with IQs of 180 and above had much more interest in 
careers than those with IQs of 150. 
Evidence concerning the mental health of individuals who 
are extremely precocious is mixed. Several recent studies 
(Gallucci, 1988; Grossberg & Cornell, 1988) suggest that 
extremely high ability children have no more psychopathology 
than their less-gifted peers. 
The bulk of the research, however, supports 
Hollingworth's (1942) thesis that children with IQ scores 
above 150 or 160 are especially vulnerable to isolation and 
alienation (Janos & Robinson, 1985). A study by the New York 
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University Counseling Center of more than 100 children with 
IQ's of 170 or higher revealed that these children 
characteristically had trouble finding understanding 
companions and experienced loneliness (Wall, 1960). Lewis 
(1943) compared a group of gifted students with another group 
he called very gifted and found the very gifted more likely to 
be maladjusted. In a study of isolation in children with IQs 
of 170 and above, Sheldon (1959) concluded that high 
intelligence may contribute to isolation but is not a 
"sufficient cause" (p. 220) of it. He also found the very 
gifted to display deep feelings of inadequacy and to lack 
self-confidence. 
Gender Differences 
According to Fox (1977), studies of the gifted tend to 
ignore important gender differences. Silverman (1993b) argued 
that this lack of attention to gender differences is 
especially salient because females pay a higher social price 
for their high ability. Females with high grade point 
averages are more depressed, have more psychosomatic symptoms 
and have lower self-esteem. Silverman also found a gender 
bias in that females are more likely to be labeled as 
overachievers and bossy. 
Researchers have reported for a long time that 
personality characteristics and interests of gifted males and 
females tend to be more similar to each other than they are to 
their peers of the same gender in the general population 
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(Lubinski & Humphreys, 1990; Terman & Oden, 1947; Warren & 
Heist, 1960). In fact, using the California Personality 
Inventory (Gough, 1969), Haier and Denham (1976) found the 
personality profiles of mathematically-gifted males and 
females to be similar on all but the femininity measure. 
There is some difference of opinion on which sex differs 
more from gender norms. Werner and Bachtold (1969) argued 
that gifted males differ more. Haier and Denham (1976) found 
mathematically-gifted females to be much more unconventional 
and nonconforming when compared to female comparison groups 
than are males when compared to male comparison groups; and 
Gottsdanker (1968) found gifted females to diverge more from 
average females than the gifted males diverged from average 
males. Gifted women were especially high in autonomy or 
nonauthoritarianism, in interest in theoretical problems, and 
in their pursuit of self-initiated intellectual endeavors. 
Pox, Pasternack, and Peiser (1976) found gifted females to be 
interested in career areas traditionally regarded as masculine 
as well as those considered to be feminine. Males, however, 
did not evidence reciprocal interest in careers regarded as 
feminine. 
Recent literature consistently reports that gifted males 
and females differ somewhat in interests and values. 
Gottsdanker (1968) found gifted males to score higher on 
impulsivity and religious liberalism. Fox, Pasternack, and 
Peiser (1976) found mathematically-gifted girls more 
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interested in the social and artistic areas. In addition, 
males demonstrate more variability in personality 
characteristics (Callahan, 1979; Helson, 1968; Werner & 
Bachtold/ 1969). 
Much of the recent literature looking at gender 
differences in the gifted population has limited the focus to 
one of the principal areas of ability, often mathematical or 
verbal precocity. 
Gender Differences among the Mathematically Precocious 
Lubinski and Benbow (1992) documented both cognitive and 
noncognitive gender differences in the data collected by the 
Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY). The most 
startling difference was the disproportionate ratio of males 
to females at the extremely high levels of mathematical 
reasoning: Of over a million seventh-graders taking the SAT-
Mathematics (SAT-M) test as part of a talent search, the ratio 
of males to females scoring 700 or higher, is 13/1 (Benbow, 
1988). SMPY also discovered that in the population of 
mathematically-gifted students, there are significant gender 
differences in values, theoretical values being more 
characteristic of males, and social values being more 
characteristic of females. 
According to Lubinski, Benbow, and Sanders (1993), gifted 
female adolescents are less differentiated than gifted male 
adolescents in their vocational preferences and interests. 
For excunple, on Holland's Hexagon, interests of females are 
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more evenly distributed on the Investigative, Social, and 
Artistic sectors, while the interests of the males are 
strongly Investigative, with the Realistic dimension a distant 
second choice. A different study (Fox & Denheun, 1974) found 
that a majority of mathematically-gifted boys preferred the 
Investigative occupations and scored much lower on all the 
other categories. Mathematically-gifted girls, however, were 
less differentiated, scoring highest on the Artistic category. 
They also scored high on Investigative and Social, but 
extremely low on Enterprising, Conventional, and Realistic. 
Their interest in Social occupations was remarkably different; 
Social occupations were selected by almost one-fourth of the 
females but by less than five percent of the males. Neither 
gender showed interest in Conventional occupations. 
Gender Differences of the Verbally Precocious 
McGinn (1976) conducted a study that addressed gender 
differences in a population of adolescents in which all the 
subjects were verbally gifted, using the Study of Values (SOV; 
Allport, Vernon, & Lindzey, 1970), the California 
Psychological Inventory (Gough, 1969), and the Self-Directed 
Search (Holland, 1970). Both verbally-gifted girls and 
verbally-gifted boys were described as independent, 
imaginative, original, spontaneous, analytic and insightful, 
but the girls were found to be more interested in writing, 
cultural activities, and arts and crafts, as well as more 
interpersonally understanding than the boys. The boys, on the 
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other hand, demonstrated more interest in science and in 
mechanical and electronic objects than the girls. In 
comparing values, the boys scored higher than the girls on 
Theoretical, Economic, and Political scales of the SOV, while 
the girls scored higher than the boys on the Aesthetic, 
Social, and Religious scales. Both scored relatively high on 
Holland's Investigative scale, suggesting that both genders 
are analytical, curious, introspective, and precise. The 
girls, however, were even higher on the Artistic scale, 
supporting the earlier-mentioned finding that they are more 
interested in cultural and artistic activities than the boys. 
A comparison, by gender, of verbally-gifted adolescents 
with norms of non-gifted adolescents also shows some 
differences (McGinn, 1976). Verbally-gifted boys were found 
to be less pragmatic and more considerate of others than their 
male peers. Similarly, verbally-gifted girls were more 
intellectual and competitive, but less pragmatic or 
religiously-oriented than female peers. 
Domains of Talent 
There is considerable evidence for personality 
differences according to areas of giftedness (Andreason, 1978; 
Elton & Rose, 1967; Roe, 1952). Some studies have approached 
this question by studying gifted individuals with significant 
discrepancies in their abilities. Using both objective and 
projective measures, McCarthy (1975) found primarily 
quantitative subjects to demonstrate more objectivity and 
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conventionality, while the primarily verbal subjects had less 
respect for authority. 
Ferguson and Maccoby (1966) studied personality 
correlates with children manifesting discrepancies between 
their verbal, spatial, and mathematical abilities. An 
interesting conclusion was that aggressiveness in males was 
positively related to mathematical ability and negatively 
related to verbal ability. However, they went on to 
differentiate between types of aggressiveness and suggested 
that mathematical ability is related to more "appropriate" or 
productive type of aggressiveness, while the high-verbal males 
reported a more antisocial aggression related to hostility. 
In addition, they concluded that high-mathematical children 
were more gregarious and socially secure than the high-verbal 
children. 
A study by Sanders, Mefferd, and Bown (1960) used both 
psychological and physiological measures and divided male 
subjects into three groups: high verbal and high 
quantitative, high verbal and low quantitative, and low verbal 
and high quantitative. Significant differences in personality 
and metabolic characteristics as well as scholastic 
achievement were found among the three groups. 
The high verbal-low quantitative group scored especially 
high on autonomy and low on endurance and were independent, 
demonstrating little need for affiliation or conformity. 
Paradoxically, they did demonstrate a need to be the center of 
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attention. In making decisions, they tended to rely on their 
ovm feelings and perceptions instead of consulting with 
others. This high verbal, low quantitative group differed the 
most from the other two groups. Subjects high in both verbal 
and quantitative abilities scored high on dominance. They 
were also decisive, demonstrating only a moderate eunount of 
autonomy or affiliation, and avoided unconventional responses. 
Interpersonal competence appeared relatively unimportant to 
them. The high quantitative, low verbal subjects were 
introspective, systematic, and perseverent, more apt to obey 
authority and value affiliation. 
In a study of women at Sarah Lawrence, Munroe (1946) 
found women who had high quantitative abiity to be more 
literal and women with high linguistic ability to be more 
subjective in their construction of reality. In a comparison 
of women who were primarily quantitative with those who were 
primarily linguistic in ability, Altus (1952) found the 
quantitative women to be more prim, conventional, iimnature, 
and anxious. In a similar study using college males, Altus 
(1958) found the primarily linguistic males to be more 
sophisticated. On the other hand, the primarily quantitative 
males had scores on the Masculine/Feminine scale of the 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) that 
indicated more masculine attitudes. Studies of Munroe (1946) 
and Altus, (1952, 1958) indicated that although subjects with 
varying intellectual abilities differ in personality, personal 
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adjustment is not related to their mix of verbal and nonverbal 
abilities. 
A study by Jensen (1994) which used the MMPI (Hathaway & 
McKinley, 1943) to compare mathematically and verbally-gifted 
adolescents (and a normative control group that was comparable 
in SES) underscores the importance of both gender and domain 
of talent. Her findings suggested that^ although the 
psychological profiles of all the groups were within normal 
limits, the verbally-gifted females had higher levels of 
depression than the comparison groups and more paranoia than 
the female comparison groups. To a lesser degree, 
mathematically-gifted males also demonstrated more depression 
than comparison groups. 
CONCLUSION 
This review of the literature has gathered information 
about what is now known about the nature of intellectually-
gifted individuals: Intellectually-gifted people have a 
strong tendency to be introverted (Silverman, 1993a; Berndt, 
Kaiser, & van Aalst, 1982), and the likelihood of introversion 
increases as IQ scores go up (Silverman, 1986). Gifted 
individuals often experience a sense of isolation (Albert, 
1978; McCurdy, 1957), and the extremely precocious are 
especially vulnerable to alienation and loneliness 
(Hollingworth, 1942) related to their difficulty in finding 
peers. Characteristics, such as perfectionism (Hollingworth, 
1926), self-suffiency (Warren and Heist, 1960), and curiosity 
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(Cox, 1981), are commonly recognized, but the intensity with 
which these individuals experience their world is easily 
overlooked and may be even more important in terms of really 
understanding them. Dabrowski (1972) and Piechowski (1991) 
have used the word "overexcitabilities" to describe this 
intensity, which can extend to all areas of their lives. 
Highly-intelligent people also demonstrate significant 
differences related to gender and the domain of their talent. 
Gender differences are especially strong in values and 
interests: The males are highly interested in theoretical and 
investigative issues. Females are less differentiated in 
their interests and are much more interested in social and 
cultural activities than the males (Lubinski, Benbow, & 
Sanders, 1993). When comparing the domains of mathematical 
and verbal ability, the mathematically-talented are 
predictably more conventional and conforming than the 
verbally-talented (Sanders, Mefferd, & Bown, 1960). 
Further study is needed, using more homogeneous groupings 
of this population, with additional attention given to gender 
and domains of giftedness as well as to degrees or levels of 
precocity. More precise information garnered from such 
research would be invaluable in increasing understanding of 
such students and have implications for gifted education, 
which strives to help such children reach their goals. 
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PERSONALITY AND INTERESTS OF GIFTED ADOLESCENTS: 
DIFFERENCES BY GENDER AND DOMAIN 
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ABSTRACT 
Personality characteristics of intellectually gifted 
adolescents were examined to determine whether this population 
substantially differs from the general population, differs by 
gender, and manifests characteristics related to talent 
domain. The Adjective Check List, Study of Values, 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire, and Strong 
Interest Inventory were used to make comparisons. As a group 
the subjects demonstrated a highly-developed thirst for 
knowledge. They had a higher than average sense of 
alienation, but also demonstrated high self-confidence. 
Intellectually-gifted girls were more interested in people and 
aesthetic pursuits than the boys and also demonstrated more 
interest in religion. Verbally-gifted adolescents were less 
sociable, but more inclined to push the limits than their 
mathematically-gifted peers. 
INTRODUCTION 
Throughout history intellectual precocity has been 
regarded with interest, but it has not necessarily been valued 
by society (Grinder, 1985). Myths and half-truths about the 
nature of highly-intelligent individuals persist today (Haier 
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& Solano, 1976) in spite of extensive research that has 
refuted many of them. Considering the potential for 
contribution to our society from such individuals, it is 
important both to understand and to help them use their 
abilities to benefit both themselves and others. This study 
is an attempt to gather more precise information about the 
characteristics of this population by carefully defining the 
groups by domain and by separating them by gender and then 
comparing the groups to see how they are similar and how they 
are different from each other. When gifted individuals are 
lumped in more heterogeneous groups for comparison to people 
in the general population, differences related to domain and 
gender are often masked and results become difficult to 
interpret but also vary from study to study. 
Many current researchers believe that intellectual 
giftedness should not be conceptualized as a unitary 
construct, but rather as consisting of multiple talents 
(Benbow & Minor, 1990). Indeed, when intellectual talent has 
been studied specifically by domains, it has been discovered 
that mathematical and verbal precocity are related to 
different combinations of cognitive abilities (Benbow & Minor, 
1990; Dark & Benbow, 1990), different personality traits 
(Benbow & Minor, 1990; Payne, Halpin, & Ellet, 1973), and even 
different political philosophies (Braungart, 1975) and values 
(Fox, 1976). Gifted males and females also differ (Fox, 1977; 
Lubinski & Benbow, 1992; Lubinski, Benbow & Sanders, 1993). 
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In addition to providing salient information about how 
the different types of giftedness are related to personality, 
this research sheds light on the inconsistencies that abound 
in the research literature because of the lack of consensual 
definition of giftedness (Benbow & Minor, 1990), the diverse 
ways in which the construct of intelligence has been 
operationalized, and insufficient attention often given to 
gender issues (Fox, 1977). First, a sunanary of the existing 
knowledge is provided. 
Characteristics of the Gifted 
Although several researchers have not found high-ability 
individuals to differ significantly from their peers in 
personality characteristics that are intuitively independent 
of intelligence (see Killian, 1983; Mayer, Caruso, Zigler, & 
Dreyden, 1987; Smith, 1962), many other researchers have found 
significant differences, some of which are summarized below. 
Characteristics descriptive of the intellectually-gifted 
population in general are discussed first, followed by 
information about personality as it relates to gender and 
domain of talent. 
Introversion 
Gifted children tend to be introverts (Silverman, 1993; 
Berndt, Kaiser, & van Aalst, 1982). Furthermore, the 
likelihood of introversion increases as the IQ score goes up 
(Silverman, 1986). This does not mean that they necessarily 
have poor social skills, but rather that they tend to be 
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reserved, preferring intellectual activities over social ones. 
In fact, in a comparison of mathematically-gifted boys with a 
normative group, Haier and Denham (1976) found mathematically 
gifted boys to prefer intellectual pursuits; at the same time, 
however, they also tended to be more socially effective in 
their relationships with others. Haier and Denham also found 
both mathematically-gifted boys and girls to be primarily 
Investigative. That is, they want to understand the physical 
world and solve abstract problems, and they often like to work 
alone (Holland, 1975). 
Isolation 
A characteristic related to introversion is that of 
isolation, or at least a willingness to be alone. Several 
authors have identified a willingness, or even preference, to 
be alone as common among the intellectually gifted (Albert, 
1978; McCurdy, 1957). Hollingworth (1942) found isolation to 
be even more likely when the child is highly gifted. Some 
gifted children perceive themselves as "different" from their 
peers and have lower self-esteem (Janos, Fung, & Robinson, 
1985). Their unusual interests and vocabulary set them apart 
(Hollingworth, 1942), making it difficult for them to find 
compatible friends (Greenlaw & Mcintosh, 1988). This sense of 
isolation may be exacerbated by a tendency toward 
nonconformity fostered by a desire to make their own judgments 
(Brode, 1980) and by their choice of more solitary 
recreational activities (Hollingworth, 1942; Roe, 1952). 
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Perfectionism 
Perfectionism is frequently identified as characteristic 
of gifted children (Hollingworth, 1926; Kerr, 1991; Whitmore, 
1980). Silverman (1993) relates it to their good abstract 
reasoning—that they can conceptualize perfection because of 
their extraordinary reasoning abilities. 
Need for Precision 
Need for precision, a trait closely related to 
perfectionism, is especially characteristic of the extremely 
gifted (Kline & Meckstroth, 1985). Silverman (1993) uses this 
trait to explain the argumentativeness of gifted children. 
They feel a need to correct errors and may not realize that, 
for others, the experience of being corrected can be aversive. 
Self-Sufficiencv 
Self-sufficiency is very characteristic of the 
intellectually gifted (Hildreth, 1938; Warren & Heist, 1960). 
Gottsdanker (1968) found gifted women to strongly value 
autonomy and non-authoritarianism. 
Sense of Humor 
Gifted children appreciate humor (Hildreth, 1938), 
especially verbal hvunor (Shade, 1991). Their delight in puns 
and word plays (Greenlaw & Mcintosh, 1988), as well as other 
verbal humor, suggests it is related to their well-developed 
verbal ability and their ability to grasp relationships 
easily. 
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Energetic 
Terman (1925) and Miles (1954) described highly-
intelligent individuals as having abundant energy. The 
enthusiasm mentioned by Halpin, Payne, and Ellett (1975), 
mental vigor cited by Carter (1958), and "inexhaustible supply 
of mental energy" described by Hildreth (p. 301, 1938) suggest 
that this high energy is broad in scope and includes the 
mental domain as well. 
The overexcitabilities noted by Dabrowski (1972) and 
Piechowski (1991), as well as the excitability cited by 
Lovecky (1993), further broaden the scope of this trait in 
that they describe the intensity of thoughts and emotions 
often experienced by highly-gifted people. 
Curiosity and Need for Intellectual Challenge 
Curiosity and the need for intellectual stimulation are 
highly characteristic of very intelligent individuals (Cox, 
1981; Lovecky, 1992; Subotnik, Summers, Kassan, & Wasser, 
1993), leading them to enjoy complicated games and activities 
requiring intellectual skill (Hollingworth, 1942). 
Gender Differences 
Recent literature that considers the issue of gender and 
how it relates to giftedness indicates that gifted males and 
females differ somewhat in interests and values. 
Gender Differences of the Mathematically Precocious 
Lubinski and Benbow (1992) have documented the gender 
differences discovered by the Study of Mathematically 
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Precocious Youth (SMPY), which began over 20 years ago. SMPY 
discovered significant gender differences in values, with 
theoretical values preferred by males and social values more 
characteristic of females. 
Lubinski, Benbow, and Sanders (1993) found gifted females 
to be less differentiated than gifted males. On Holland's 
Hexagon, interests of the girls are more evenly distributed on 
the Investigative, Social and Artistic sectors, while the 
interests of boys are strongly Investigative, with Realistic 
as a distant second choice. 
Fox and Denham (1974) also found significant differences 
between mathematically-gifted boys and girls, with the boys 
strongly preferring Investigative occupations over all others. 
Girls had a much different pattern, scoring highest on 
Artistic, but also scoring high on Investigative and Social. 
The most striking difference was in Social occupations, 
selected by almost one-fourth of the females but by less than 
five percent of the males. 
Gender Differences eunona the Verballv Precocious 
McGinn (1976) found verbally-talented girls to be more 
imaginative and more interested in writing, arts and crafts 
and cultural activities than such boys. Verbally gifted boys, 
on the other hand, demonstrated more interest in science, 
mechanics, and electronics. On the Study of Values, (Allport, 
Vernon & Lindzey, 1970) verbally-gifted boys scored highest on 
Theoretical and Political and lowest on Religious. The girls 
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scored higher on Social and Aesthetic and lowest on Economic. 
On the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers, 1962), both males 
and females were seen as insightful and intellectually 
curious. Males, however, were seen as more analytical and 
females as more interpersonally understanding. Using the 
Self-Directed Search (Holland, 1970), both verbally-gifted 
males and females scored high on Investigative, but the girls 
were even higher on Artistic. 
Domains of Talent 
McCarthy (1975), who exeimined personality indices of 
subjects with discrepancies in their verbal and math 
abilities, concluded that the primarily-quantitative subjects 
were more objective and conventional and that the primarily-
verbal subjects had less respect for authority. In a similar 
study exeunining personality correlates of children with 
discrepancies between verbal, spatial, and mathematical 
abilities, Ferguson and Maccoby (1966) concluded that 
aggressiveness in males was positively related to mathematical 
ability and negatively related to verbal ability. They went 
on to differentiate between types of aggressiveness, however, 
and suggested that mathematical ability is related to a more 
appropriate or productive type of aggressiveness, while the 
high-verbal males manifested a more antisocial aggression 
related to hostility. They also found high-mathematical 
children to be more gregarious and socially secure than the 
high-verbal children. 
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Sandersr Mefferd, and Bown (I960) divided their male 
subjects into three groups: high verbal-high quantitative, 
high verbal-low quantitative, and low verbal-high 
quantitative. The high verbal-low quantitative group differed 
most from the other two groups, showing little need for 
affiliation or conformity, but wanting to be at the center of 
attention. The high verbal-high quantitative group scored 
high on dominance. They showed only moderate autonomy and 
affiliation, but avoided unconventional responses. Low 
verbal-high quantitative subjects were introspective, 
systematic, and perseverent, and more apt to obey authority 
and value affiliation. 
Heretofore, the bulk of the research on intellectual 
precocity has studied relatively heterogeneous groups, paying 
little attention to domains of giftedness and often ignoring 
gender, with the result that differences between groups are 
often masked. Given the possible interactions between 
characteristics, domain, and gender, one might ask: Are 
characteristics of intellectually-gifted people related to the 
domain of giftedness? Does the level of giftedness matter? 
Do people with discrepancies in their abilities have 
predictable traits? How does gender interact with other 
factors in gifted individuals? These questions served as the 
focus of this study. 
This study is unique in several other ways. Instruments 
used to make comparisons included well-known and 
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psychometrically sound measures, like the Strong Interest 
Inventory (Harmon, Hansen/ Borgen & Heunmer, 1994), Study of 
Values (Allport, Vernon, & Lindsey, 1970), and the Adjective 
Check List (Gough & Heilbrun, 1970), and the more modern 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (Tellegen & Waller, 
1982). Hence, assessments were made using state-of-the-art 
instrumentation. Additionally, although all the subjects have 
intellectual gifts, individuals are differentiated by domain 
of talent and then compared. In addition to attending to 
levels of giftedness, groups are also defined by the type of 
talent most highly manifested within each individual to see 
whether intrapersonal discrepancies in domain of giftedness 
are related to personality. Such comparisons using 
homogeneous groups further our understanding by refining 
knowledge that has been masked when more diverse groups of 
intelligent individuals are compared with the general 
population. 
METHOD 
Subjects 
This study utilized information collected from students 
who attended one of the progreuns designed for academically 
gifted youth at Iowa State University during the summers of 
1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, or 1994. These programs included CY-
TAG, Governor's Institute, and Explorations 1. 
CY-TAG. CY-TAG is a suiraner residential program for 
highly gifted youth, where students enroll in an academic 
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class that meets for six hours each day for three weeks and is 
taught at the college freshman level. The average class size 
is 20 students. Students were eligible for CY-TAG if they 
were currently enrolled in seventh through tenth grade and 
received one of the following test scores as a seventh-grader; 
> 20 on any ACT subtest, >430 on the SAT-Verbal, >500 on the 
SAT-Math test, or > 930 for a combined SAT-Verbal and SAT-Math 
score. Most of the students took the SAT or ACT as part of a 
talent search. Students qualified for the talent search by 
scoring in the top three percent in the nation on any 
standardized achievement test. 
The SAT includes a mathematical subtest (SAT-M) and a 
verbal subtest (SAT-V), with both subtests having maximum 
scores of 800. Minimum SAT scores earned by CY-TAG 
participants, SAT-M = 500 or SAT-V » 430, are equal to the 
average score earned by a college-bound high school senior 
male, but five years later. 
CY-TAG students attending during the summers of 1990, 
1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994 and for whom SAT scores are 
available were included in this study. 
Governor's Institute. The students attending the 
Governor's Institute were nominated by their junior high or 
middle school as being their most talented student in one of 
four areas: artistic design, archaeology, probability and 
statistics, or environmental chemistry. At the Governor's 
Institute they attended rigorous classes in one of those areas 
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for six hours per day for three weeks. Over 700 nominations 
were received each year. Out of those 700, 80 students were 
chosen by selection committees that included educators, 
professors, staff, students, and parents. The Governor's 
Institute was held at Iowa State University during the summers 
of 1990 and 1991. Although criteria for selection for the 
Governor's Institute were different from selection criteria 
for CY-TAG, their test scores proved to be equivalent to 
scores received by CY-TAG participants. Only Governor's 
Institute participants for whom SAT scores are available were 
included in this study. This study used information collected 
from Governor's Institute participants during 1990 and 1991. 
Explorations 1 Students attending the one or two-week 
Explorations 1 courses scored in the top three percent in the 
nation or in the top seven percent of Iowa students on an 
achievement test, such as the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. 
Students can choose from a variety of courses designed to 
provide intellectual stimulation and are provided with an 
opportunity to explore a variety of social and recreational 
activities on the Iowa State campus. Only Explorations I 
students attending in 1992, 1993, or 1994 for which SAT scores 
are available were included in this study. Although 
Explorations I students did not have to meet the same stringent 
admission criteria required of the CY-TAG students, most of 
them had SAT scores equivalent to those received by CY-TAG 
students. 
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Students were classified as extremely mathematically 
gifted if they scored in the top 20 percent of the subjects in 
this study on the SAT-M. Students were classified as 
extremely verbally gifted if they scored in the top 20 percent 
of the subjects in this study on the SAT-V. 
Classification of the primarily mathematically gifted or 
primarily verbally gifted was done as follows: 1. 70 points 
were added to the scores of all SAT-V scores so that the group 
means of the SAT-V and SAT-M scores were close to being 
equivalent. 2. Students having SAT-M scores 70 or more points 
higher (about one standard deviation for their group) than 
their SAT-V scores were classified as primarily-mathematically 
gifted. 3. Students having SAT-V scores 70 or more points 
higher (about one standard deviation for their group) than 
their SAT-M scores were classified as primarily-verbally 
gifted. 
Instrumentation 
The measures used in this study, in addition to their SAT 
scores, included the Adjective Check List, the Study of 
Values, the Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire, and 
the Strong Interest Inventory. 
Ad-iactive Check List. The Adjective Check List (ACL; 
Gough & Heilbrun, 1980) is a personality inventory consisting 
of 300 adjectives or descriptive phrases. Students check 
those words they believe to be self-descriptive. Based on 
previous research, nine of the 37 ACL scales were selected to 
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be used in this study. ACL scores available for this study 
included those for CY-TAG students for all five years, 
Governor's Institute participants for 1990 and 1991, and 
Explorations 1 students for 1992, 1993, and 1994. 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire. The 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (MPQ) is a self-
administered personality inventory (Tellegen & Waller, 1982). 
It consists of 300 binary items, most of which are answered 
true or false. The measure yields 11 primary scales related to 
content areas, three higher-order scales related to broader 
traits, and six validity scales. The 11 primary scales were 
used in this study. MPQ scores were available for 1992, 1993, 
and 1994 subjects in this study. 
Study of Values. The Study of Values (SOV; Allport, 
Vernon, & Lindzey, 1970) is a self-administered inventory of 
values based on the concept that individual personalities are 
best understood by studying their values (Allport, Vernon, & 
Lindzey, 1960). It consists of 120 controversial statements 
or questions accompanied by alternative answers. Students 
indicated their preference for the alternatives. The measure 
yields a profile classifying the values into six categories; 
Theoretical, Economic, Aesthetic, Social, Political, and 
Religious. Scores were available for the CY-TAG participants 
for all five years. Scores of Governor's Institute students 
in 1990 and 1991 and Explorations 1 students in 1992, 1993, and 
1994 also were included. 
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Strong Interest Inventory. This research used the 
current version of the Strong Interest Inventory (Harmon, 
Hansen, Borgen, & Hcunmer, 1994) available from Consulting 
Psychologists Press, Palo Alto, California. For the majority 
of the items, test takers are asked to mark "like," "dislike," 
or "indifferent" to indicate their interest in a variety of 
subjects, activities, and types of people. Other types of 
items include asking the test takers to indicate preference 
between two activities and indicating whether a statement is 
descriptive of the person taking the test. The instrument 
used includes some biographical items and some objectively-
scored questions about data, people, and things. The 
instrument measures Holland's RIASEC themes (called General 
Occupational Themes), 23 Basic Interest Scales reflecting 
consistency of responses in specific areas, and 124 
Occupational Scales based on similarity of responses to 
responses of actual men and women in the various occupations. 
This study used General Occupational Themes and six of the 
Basic Interest Scales. Scores were available for participants 
who attended one of the 1992, 1993, or 1994 prograons. 
Procedure 
Students attending the 1990 and 1991 summer programs 
completed the measures during mass testing occurring during 
the respective summer sessions. For the 1992, 1993 and 1994 
programs, students completed the Adjective Check List, 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire, Study of Values, 
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and the Strong Interest Inventory and returned them by mail 
before the respective sessions began. 
Statistical Analysis 
Data were analyzed using the SPSS computer program. 
Statistical tests included two-tailed t-tests and discriminant 
function analyses. For all analyses, an alpha level of .05 
was used. For all analyses involving SAT-V and SAT-M, these 
scores were age adjusted to be equivalent at the 7th grade 
level. 
For the t-tests, effect sizes (d « M1-M2/SD) were 
computed to evaluate the magnitude of differences. According 
to Cohen (1977), .20 is a small effect size, .50 is a medium 
effect size, and .80 is a large effect size. 
A final discriminant analysis of male subjects used the 
variables that were significant at an alpha level of .05 on 
the t-tests. When variables were correlated at .75 or higher, 
only the variable with the highest alpha level was used in the 
discriminant analysis. A similar discriminant analysis of 
female subjects was carried out using variables that were 
significant at an alpha level of .05 for the comparisons on 
female subjects. 
The power (probability of correctly rejecting a false 
null hypothesis or the chance of finding an effect if it is 
there) varies somewhat for the various comparisons because of 
the variation in number of subjects for the various 
instruments used. Power (using an alpha level of .05 and an 
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effect size of .50) for the comparisons involving male 
subjects is rather good/ ranging from .72 for comparisons 
using the Strong to .87 for the comparisons using the Study of 
Values. Power for the comparisons involving female subjects 
is lower, ranging from .42 on the MPQ to .73 for the ACL. 
RESULTS 
This section will first describe, by gender, the 
personality characteristics descriptive of gifted students in 
general. In other words, the gifted boys will be compared to 
male norm groups, and the gifted girls will be compared to 
female norm groups. Next, significant gender differences will 
be reported. Lastly, comparisons of the mathematically gifted 
and the verbally gifted will be reported to see if and how 
they might differ. 
Personality Characteristics of Gifted Students 
Males 
Adjective Check List. The gifted adolescent boys were 
compared to a norm group of 128 high school males on nine 
selected scales of the Adjective Check List (ACL), but 
differed substantially on only one scale. The gifted boys 
scored higher on Self Confidence (M = 50.96, SD = 9.66, d = 
.41) than did their high school peers (M = 46.70, SD = 10.28). 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire. Scores for 
the Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (MPQ) were not 
transformed into standard scores. Nonetheless, norms are 
available for 500 college females and 300 college males. 
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Comparing the gifted males to the older college males revealed 
some noteworthy differences between means. The most startling 
was on Alienation. The gifted boys were much higher on 
Alienation (M = 8.05, SD = 5.13, d = 1.39) than the college 
norm group (M = 2.9, SD = 3.7). They were also higher on 
Aggression (M = 10.98, SD •* 5.13, d => .87) compared to the 
college sample (M » 7.0, SD = 4.6), as well as lower on Social 
Closeness (M= 12.43, SD= 4.71, d= .59) than the normative 
group (M = 15.2, SD =• 4.7). As a group, the gifted adolescent 
boys appear to experience more problems with human 
relationships than college males. 
General Occupational Themes. The six General 
Occupational Themes (GOT) on the Strong are the same as 
Holland's RIASEC themes. When compared to a group of 77 
entering college males (median age of 18.6 years; Lapan, 
Boggs, & Morrill, 1989), the gifted adolescent boys in this 
study scored lower on all of the GOT themes except 
Investigative, on which the gifted males (M = 53.55, SD = 
8.11) scored somewhat higher than the college males (M = 50.8, 
SD 10.4, d = .26). The biggest difference was on the 
Enterprising scale: The gifted adolescent boys scored much 
lower (M = 43.29, SD = 9.40, d = .86) than the college 
freshmen (M = 51.4, SD = 9.4). Additionally, the gifted boys 
scored much lower on Social, (M = 39.41, SD = 10.11, d = .62) 
than the college seimple (M = 46.0, SD = 10.6), lower on 
iVrtistic, (M = 43.21, SD = 10.58, d = .48) than the college 
48 
men (M = 48.3, SD = 10.7), and showed less interest in 
Conventional occupations (M • 46.67, SD = 9.81, d = .60) than 
did the college males (M » 52.8, SD » 10.3). As a group, the 
gifted adolescent boys strongly preferred occupations that 
offered the challenge of using their minds to solve problems. 
Basic Interest Scales. On the six selected Basic 
Interest Scales (BIS) of the Strong, the norms available are 
for adult males (average age of 38; Campbell, 1977). 
Nevertheless, there are noteworthy differences on three of 
those scales: Adventure, Nature, and Religion. Gifted males 
showed higher interest in Adventure (M = 57.09, SD = 9.24, d = 
.45) than the older males (M = 52.7, SD = 9.7), but lower 
interest in Nature (M = 41.26, SD = 9.15, d = .81) than the 
adult men (M = 49.3, SD = 9.9), and less interest in Religious 
Activities (M = 43.09, SD = 9.94, d = .66) than the older norm 
group (M = 49.6, SD = 9.9). Overall, the gifted boys appear 
to be more sensation-seeking and less interested in spiritual 
matters than the adult norm group. Whether these interests 
will change with age cannot be determined from the data. 
Study of Values. When the gifted adolescent males in 
this study were compared on the Study of Values (SOV) using 
norms derived from 10th grade boys, the biggest difference was 
that the gifted boys were much lower on the value of Religion 
(M = 32.45, SD = 10.88, d = .62) than their peers (M = 37.09 
SD, = 7.55). The gifted males also scored higher on Aesthetic 
values (M = 37.61, SD = 8.11, d= .36) than the lOth-graders 
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(M - 35.00, SD » 7.44) as well as higher on Theoretical values 
(M - 47.59, SD « 7.06, d " .46) than the normative 10th grade 
boys (M = 44.59, SD = 6.48). 
Females 
Adjective Check List. Using nine selected scales of the 
ACL, the gifted girls in this study were compared to a norm 
group of 126 high school females. Like the gifted boys, the 
girls scored substantially higher on Self Confidence (M = 
51.14, SD = 10.46, d = .62) than their high school peers (M = 
45.87, SD = 8.56). The gifted girls also were substantially 
higher on Endurance (M = 47.67, SD = 8.54, d «= .57), than the 
high school sample (M » 42.40, SD >• 8.83). Differences 
between the groups on Deference and Order were less 
substantial. The gifted group was higher on Order (M = 46.26, 
SD = 9.84, d = .34) than the normative group (M « 43.17, SD = 
9.09) and lower on Deference (M = 44.37, SD = 10.59, d = .35) 
than the high school females (M = 47.75, SD = 9.70). Thus, 
the gifted adolescent females in this study can be described 
as having high self-confidence, being persistent in pursuing 
their goals, placing importance on planning and organization, 
and unwilling to play subordinate roles in their 
relationships. 
Multidimensional Personalitv Questionnaire. The gifted 
adolescent girls were compared to a norm group of 500 college 
females on the MPQ. Like the gifted boys, gifted girls scored 
much higher on Alienation (M = 5.47, SD = 4.25, d = 1.11) than 
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the college norm group (M = 2.0, SD 2.7). They also were 
lower on Harm Avoidance (M = 13.54, SD = 6.52) than the 
college females (17.0, SD = 5.7, d = .61). The gifted girls 
appear more willing to to take risks, but tend to be more 
cynical and distrustful regarding personal relationships. 
General Occupation Themes. When the gifted adolescent 
girls were compared to a group of 71 incoming college women 
(median age of 18.6; Lapan, Boggs, & Morrill, 1989) on the six 
scales of the GOT, they differed the most from the college 
group in their interest in Investigative occupations. The 
gifted girls scored much higher on Investigative (M = 52.79, 
SD = 8.92, d = .74) than the college women (M = 45.2, SD = 
10.2). They also differed substantially on the Enterprising 
and Conventional themes. The gifted adolescent girls scored 
lower on the Enterprising theme (M = 44.76, SD = 9.85, d = 
.78) than the normative group (M « 51.8, SD 9.0) and were also 
less interested in Conventional occupations (M = 47.13, SD = 
10.25, d = .59) than the college freshmen (M = 53.4, SD = 
10.6). As a group, the gifted girls demonstrated greatest 
interest in Artistic (M = 54.03, SD = 9.25) and Investigative 
occupations. They differed most from the norms in their high 
interest in Investigative careers and in their low interest in 
occupations involving Enterprising or Conventional tasks. 
Basic Interest Scales. The available female norms for 
BIS scales were derived from 300 adult females (average age of 
38; Ceunpbell, 1977). The gifted adolescent girls differed 
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substantially from the older women on only one scale: They 
were higher on Adventure (M « 51.28, SD •« 10.01, d - .42) than 
the adult females (M = 47.3, SD » 9.5). 
Study of Values. On the SOV the gifted adolescent girls 
were compared to norms for 10th grade females. Like the boys, 
the gifted girls differed most from their peers in their low 
interest in Religious values, (M = 36.10, SD 9.93, d = .85), 
scoring much lower than the normative 10th grade girls (M =• 
43.11, SD «= 8.29). They also were much higher on Aesthetic (M 
= 43.72, SD = 7.73, d = .80) compared to their peers (M = 
38.02, SD « 7.13) and somewhat higher on Theoretical (M = 
41.06, SD = 7.19, d = .48) than the normative 10th graders (M 
= 37.80, SD = 6.80). In comparison to peers, the gifted girls 
like to use their minds to solve problems and increase their 
understanding of what is going on, but they also appreciate 
aesthetics. They are not much interested in Religious issues. 
Overall, the gifted boys and girls in this study showed 
relatively high self-confidence when compared to normative 
groups, a finding that is especially interesting considering 
that they also reported substantial feelings of alienation. 
The gifted males and females also were much more interested 
than comparison groups in using their minds to understand the 
world and solve problems. The gifted groups demonstrated a 
higher need for excitement and adventure, but lower interest 
in religious matters than older comparison groups. The gifted 
boys showed less interest in personal relationships than the 
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comparison groups, but that finding did not hold for the 
gifted girls. 
Gender Differences 
Adjective Check List. Of the nine selected scales of the 
ACL used in this study, only one showed a statistically 
significant gender difference. The gifted girls were 
negligibly higher on Endurance, t(542) = 2.20, £< .05, d= 
.19. 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire. Seven of the 
11 scales of the MPQ showed statistically significant 
differences between gifted males and females. The gifted 
girls were higher on Weil-Being, t(331) = 2.05, e < .05, d = 
.23, Social Closeness, t{331) = 2.52, p < .05, d = .28, Stress 
Reaction, t(331) = 2.22, p < .001, d = .25, Harm Avoidance, 
t(331) = 4.12, E < .001, d = .45, and Absorption, t(331) 
4.80, p < .001, d = .53. The gifted boys were higher on 
Alienation, t(331) = 4.76, p < .001, d = .52, and Aggression, 
t{331) = 9.23, p < .001, d = .93. Although they did report 
more anxiety than their male counterparts, the gifted girls, 
as a whole, appeared to feel more optimistic and personally 
connected to other people, and less prone to antisocial or 
dangerous activity. 
General Occupational Themes. Three of the six GOT scales 
showed sizable gender differences, with the gifted males 
higher on Realistic, t(329) «= 4.43, p < .001, d = .48, and the 
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gifted females higher on Artistic, t(329) = 9.49, £ < .001, d 
= .95, and Social, t(329) ** 8.45, £ < .001, d » .86. 
Basic Interest Scales. All of the six BIS scales 
examined showed sizable gender differences. Gifted females 
demonstrated much higher interest in Music, t(329), £ < 11.24, 
d = 1.08, Art, t{329) = 9.69, e < .001, d = .96, Nature, 
t{329) = 8.63, E < .001, d = .88, and Religion, t(329) = 4.33, 
E < .001, d = .48, but scored significantly lower on 
Adventure, t(329) = 5.38, e < .001., d = .58, and Athletics, 
t(329) =2.88, '01/ .32. Interests of this gifted 
population varied sizably by gender. The girls showed more 
appreciation of aesthetics, while the boys showed considerably 
more interest in sensation-seeking activities. 
Study of Values. The gifted adolescent girls were quite 
different from the boys in their values. There were 
significant gender differences on all six of the SOV scales. 
The boys were much higher on Theoretical. t(528) = 10.40, e < 
.001, d = .84, Economic, t(528) = 9.76, e .001, d = .79, and 
Political values, t(528) = 7.33, e < .001, d = .62. The 
girls, on the other hand, were much higher on Aesthetic, 
t(528) = 8.70, E < -OOlf d = .65, Social, t(528) = 11.15, e < 
.001, d = .89, and Religious values, t(528) = 3.95, e < .001, 
d = .34. 
The gifted adolescents in this study demonstrated some 
consistent gender differences. The girls showed more 
enjoyment of people and of the aesthetic experiences of art. 
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music, and nature. They were also more interested in 
religious and spiritual issues and experiences (but less so 
than girls in general). The boys, on the other hand, showed 
more interest in the physical world. They were more 
practical, desire physical sensation and adventure, and were 
more instrumental in their desire to make things happen and 
understand the physical world. 
Comparisons of Mathematically and Verbally-Gifted Students 
Males 
Comparisons of the characteristics of mathematically and 
verbally gifted boys were done in two ways. In one set of 
comparisons, boys scoring in the top 20 percent on the SAT-
Math were compared with those scoring in the top 20 percent of 
the SAT-Verbal. In another set of comparisons, the groups 
were made up of boys who had significant discrepancies (of 
approximately one standard deviation) in their talents. The 
primarily-mathematically gifted group had much higher SAT-Math 
scores; the primarily-verbally gifted group had much higher 
SAT-Verbal scores. The results of these two types of 
comparisons were quite similar, suggesting that it may not be 
the level of precocity but rather the effect of discrepancy of 
abilities within the individual that is related to personality 
traits among the highly gifted. The vast majority of the top 
20 percent math group (96%) was also included in the 
primarily-mathematically gifted group, making up about one 
half of the primarily-mathematical group. Similarly, most of 
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the top 20 percent verbal students (73%) were also in the 
primarily-verbally gifted group and made up about one half of 
the primarily-verbal group. Because the results of the 
comparisons were so similar/ only the results of the 
comparisons between the primarily-mathematically gifted and 
the primarily-verbally gifted are presented. It must be 
emphasized that although these students have significant 
discrepancies in their abilities, all were highly 
intellectually gifted. 
Ad-iective Check List. Using nine selected scales of the 
Adjective Check List (ACL), personality characteristics of the 
primarily-mathematically gifted were compared with those of 
the primarily-verbally gifted to determine whether there were 
differences in how the two groups describe themselves. Three 
of the scales showed significant differences between the 
groups. The primarily-verbally gifted boys were higher on 
Autonomy, t(169) « 2.19, e < *05, d = .32, but lower on 
Deference, t(169) » 2.24, e < '05, d = .34, and Self-Control, 
t(169) = 2.05, E 'OSf d = .33 (see Figure 1). 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire. Of the 11 
MPQ scales, four significantly discriminated between the two 
groups: The primarily-verbally gifted boys were higher on 
Aggression, t(109) = 2.08, n < '05, d = .41, but lower on 
Control, t(109) * 1.99, e .05, d = .41, Harm Avoidance, 
t(109) =2.41, E< .05, d= .45, and Traditionalism, t(109) = 
3.14, E < .05 d = .57 (see Figure 2). 
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General Occupational Themes. Of the six GOT scales, only-
Conventional, t(106) » 2.40, E < .05, d « .49, significantly 
discriminated between the two groups; the primarily-
mathematically gifted boys scored higher (see Figure 3). 
Basic Interest Scales. Of the six selected BIS scales, 
only Adventure, t(106) =2.15, £< .05, d= .43, significantly 
discriminated between the two groups. The primarily-verbally 
gifted boys were higher on their desire for adventure (see 
Figure 4). 
Study of Values. Using the SOV, the values of boys whose 
talents are primarily mathematical were compared with those 
whose talents are primarily verbal to see how values may 
differentiate the two groups at this age. Of the six SOV 
scales, only the Aesthetic scale was significant, t(165) = 
5.01, p < .001, d = .77, with primarily-verbal boys 
demonstrating much more interest in aesthetic values (see 
Figure 5). 
Overall, some interesting differences emerged. As 
compared to the primarily-mathematically gifted boys, the 
primarily-verbally gifted boys were more adventurous and risk-
taking, constantly pushing limits of any kind. They are more 
willing to aggressively insist on doing things "their way." 
Other than the differences just discussed, it is in the area 
of vocational interests and values that differences by talent 
domain are most obvious. 
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Final Discriminant Analysis. A final discriminant 
analysis was done, using variables that had been significant 
at the .05 level or lower. Variables used for males in the 
final discriminant analysis were Deference (ACL), Control 
(MPQ), Aggression (MPQ), Harm Avoidance (MPQ), Traditionalism 
(MPQ), Conventional (GOT), Adventure (BIS), and Aesthetic 
(SOV). Two variables were discarded. Autonomy (ACL) and Self-
Control (ACL), because of high correlations (r = .75 or above) 
with other variables used in the final discriminant analysis. 
The resulting discriminant functions were significant (£ 
< .05) with a canonical r of .41. This function correctly 
classified 67 percent of the gifted males as primarily 
mathematical or primarily verbal compared to 51 percent that 
would be classified correctly by chance. The most powerful 
variables in the discriminant function were Aesthetic, 
Conventional, and Adventure (see Table 1). 
Females 
The number of female subjects for some of the groups is 
small, especially for comparisons using the MPQ and the 
Strong. They were, therefore, examined only for trends and to 
see whether the results were similar to those for males. 
Although there are important average differences between 
profiles of interests and values between the males and the 
females, the pattern of personality differences between the 
primarily-mathematically gifted and the primarily verbally 
gifted adolescents was similar in most cases across gender. 
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In other words, the means on the personality instruments often 
differed by gender^ but the relationships between the primary 
talent area and personality were quite constant across males 
and females (see Figures 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5). 
Table 1 
Results from Final Discriminant Analysis for Males Using 
Variables Significant at a .05 Level on T-Tests 
Standardized 
Variables Weights 
Deference .17 
Control .15 
Aggression .11 
Harm Avoidance -.15 
Traditionalism -.15 
Conventional -.43 
Adventure .42 
Aesthetic .72 
Note. Canonical r= .41; e< .05. 
General Occupational Themes. Of the six GOT scales, the 
primarily-verbally gifted girls scored significantly higher 
compared to the primarily-mathematically gifted girls on 
Artistic, t(70) = 3.12, e < 'Ol/ d = .73, but lower on the 
Conventional, t(70) =2.29, E < .05, d = .61. These results 
are consistent with the comparisons done on the males. 
Primarily-verbally gifted adolescents of both genders scored 
lower on the Conventional scale than the primarily-
mathematically gifted. On Artistic, only the females 
demonstrated a statistically significant difference; verbal 
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males, nevertheless, were also higher on Artistic (see Figure 
3). 
Basic Interest Scales. On the six selected BIS scales, 
primarily-verbally gifted girls scored significantly higher on 
Art, t(70) = 2.46, e < .05, d = .62, a finding similar to that 
for the boys. On the remaining scales, when there were 
significant differences, they were in the seone direction for 
both males and females (see Figure 4). 
Study of Values. Except for the Religious scale on the 
SOV, the scales showing statistically significant differences 
between the math and verbal groups were again in the same 
direction for both genders (see Figure 5). These differences 
are as follows. The math group was significantly higher on 
Theoretical, t(122) =2.19, e .05, d = .44, and Economic 
t{122) = 3.21, .01, d= .63, but lower on Aesthetic, 
t(122) = 2.28, E < .05, d = .43, and Religious, t(122) = 2.16, 
E < .05, d = .41. 
The Religious scale on the SOV is the only scale in this 
study where there was a significant difference between the 
verbal group and the math group, but direction of the 
difference varied by gender. The verbal girls were 
significantly higher on Religious values than math girls, 
t(122) = 2.16, E < .05, d = .41. Although the difference for 
the male comparison is not statistically significant (3.27 
points), it is the math boys who scored higher than the verbal 
boys on Religious values. It must be noted that neither 
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gender had high absolute scores on the Religious values. 
Additionally/ the standard deviation (10.64) for the Religious 
scale was higher for the gifted group as a whole than it was 
for other scales on the SOV, suggesting that this gifted 
population shows the most variability on the Religious scale. 
Findings are in need of replication, especially here. 
Final Discriminant Analvses. Variables used for females 
in the final discriminant analysis were the ones that had been 
significant at a .05 level or lower for the female comparisons 
and were somewhat different from the ones used in the final 
discriminant analysis for males. Variables used for females 
were Artistic (GOT), Conventional (GOT), Theoretical (SOV), 
Aesthetic (SOV), Religious (SOV), and Economic (SOV). Art 
(BIS) was discarded because of its high correlation (r = .92) 
with Artistic. 
The resulting discriminant function was significant (e < 
.001) with a canonical r of .54. This function correctly 
classified 78 percent of the females as primarily mathematical 
or primarily verbal compared to 63 percent that would be 
correctly classified by chance. The most powerful variables 
were Artistic, Conventional, and Theoretical (see Table 2). 
The Conventional theme on the GOT significantly 
discriminates between the primarily mathematical and primarily 
verbal for both genders. Although the direction of 
differences between primarily-mathematically and primarily 
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Table 2 
Results from Final Discriminant Analysis for Females using 
Variables Significant at a .05 Level 
Standardized 
Variables Weights 
Theoretical .46 
Artistic -.63 
Conventional .60 
Economic -.18 
Aesthetic .01 
Religious -.24 
Note. E < .001; canonical r = .54. 
verbally-gifted students students are sdLmilar for both males 
and females, the amount of difference does vary by gender. 
DISCUSSION 
Intellectually gifted people have a highly-developed need 
to "know." Although this compulsion to make sense out of the 
world was even more remarkable in the boys, both the 
adolescent boys and the adolescent girls in this study 
demonstrated, by their high scores on the Theoretical scale of 
the SOV and the Investigative scale on the Holland's RIASEC 
themes (as measured by GOT on the Strong), that this is a 
greater need for them than it is for their peers. This 
finding is not at all new. It is akin to the curiosity named 
by Cox (1981) as "one of most pervasive characteristics" (p. 
113) of intellectually-gifted children and is related to their 
need for mental stimulation described by Lovecky (1992). It 
can be understood as being connected to their high ability to 
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think abstractly and to see relationships quickly. These 
children tend to be analytical and critical thinkers who need 
to think through problems until they understand how all the 
pieces fit together. Both the gifted males and gifted females 
in this study showed less interest in the Enterprising and 
Conventional themes of the GOT than the normative groups, a 
finding that is also related to the "need to know" so 
characteristic of this population. Many of the Enterprising 
and Conventional occupations do not offer the opportunity for 
sustained intellectual activity that gifted individuals want 
in their careers. 
Another characteristic descriptive of the adolescents in 
this study, but one less intuitively related to their 
intellectual ability, is a sense of alienation. Although both 
the boys and girls scored high on the Alienation scale on the 
MPQ in relation to the normative groups, the boys' sense of 
alienation appeared greater than that of the girls. Again, 
this finding is not new. Janos, Fung, and Robinson (1985) 
found that many gifted children perceive themselves to be 
"different" from their peers and that such children have lower 
self-esteem. Such perceptions by these children are not 
imaginary. Their differences in both interests and vocabulary 
(Hollingworth, 1942) set them apart and contribute to 
difficulty in finding compatible friends (Greenlaw & Mcintosh, 
1988). In return, their peers also perceive them as different 
and, at times, tend to exclude them (Janos, Fung, & Robinson, 
63 
1985). This alienation also can be fostered by an insistence 
on making their own judgments (Erode, 1980) and astonishment 
that everybody does not agree with their conclusions. 
The relatively high self-confidence demonstrated by both 
the girls and boys in this study is somewhat perplexing, 
considering their high scores on alienation. The self-
confidence of intellectually-gifted students is given mixed 
reviews in the literature. Purkey (1966) did not find gifted 
adolescents to have more self-confidence than average-ability 
peers, and Sheldon (1959) found highly-gifted children to lack 
confidence. Werner and Bachtold (1969) found adolescent boys 
(but not adolescent girls) to be high in self-assurance. 
Others (Gottsdanker, 1968; Warren & Heist, 1960) have 
concluded that highly-gifted individuals are confident. 
To put the confidence of these adolescents in 
perspective, one should consider the context. Bollinger 
(1983) argued that self-concept is not unitary, but rather a 
composite of self-impressions. The same could be argued for 
self-confidence. Intellectually-gifted students have been 
found to have positive academic self-concepts (Kelly & 
Colangelo, 1984; Ross & Parker, 1980; Swiatek, 1993). It is 
likely that confidence in academic pursuits at least partially 
accounts for the high self-confidence scores for the subjects 
in this study. 
It is informative that both adolescent girls and 
adolescent boys rated lowest on Religious values on the SOV. 
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To fully understand this finding it must be considered that 
the SOV scores are ipsative—that is, a high score on one or 
more scales requires that scores on other scales must be low, 
and, according to Warren and Heist (1960), high Theoretical or 
Aesthetic scores often depress the Religious scale. The 
research literature is not entirely consistent on the 
importance of Religious values, as measured by the SOV, for 
people who are highly intelligent. Southern and Plant (1968) 
found Mensa members to score extremely low on Religious 
values, and other researchers (Fox & Denham, 1974; McGinn, 
1976) have found gifted adolescents to score very low on the 
Religious scale. On the other hand. Warren and Heist (1960) 
found that National Merit Scholars scored higher than their 
peers on Religious values. For the students in this study, 
however, the very low scores on Religious values are 
substantiated by similar low scores on Religious interests on 
the BIS scales of the Strong. 
Gifted boys in this study scored low on the Social 
Closeness scale on the MPQ, suggesting a preference for being 
alone and working out problems without help from others. This 
is very similar to the introversion that many researchers have 
found to be characteristic of highly-intelligent people 
(Berndt, Kaiser, & van Aalst, 1982; Haier & Denhemi, 1976; 
Silverman, 1993) and is also related to the isolation and 
alienation discussed earlier. This finding also supports 
their very low score on the Social theme of the GOT scales of 
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the Strong. Low scores by gifted males on the Social theme 
have been consistently found in research literature (Lubinski, 
Benbov, & Sanders, 1993; Fox & Denham, 1974; Haier & Denham, 
1974). This does not mean that these males are socially 
inept. In fact, the research by Haier and Denheun (1974) 
suggests that they have better than average social skills. It 
does suggest, however, that they have a preference for 
spending their time in activities requiring mental challenge 
to those involving social relationships with people. This 
lack of interest in people and personal relationships is not 
at all true of the intellectually-gifted girls in this study. 
Both gifted boys and gifted girls scored higher than 
peers on the Aesthetic scale of the SOV, supporting earlier 
findings that gifted people have "high levels of aesthetic 
awareness and appreciation" (p. 335, Warren & Heist, 1960). 
To put this in perspective, however, it must be pointed out 
that the gifted boys (in contrast to the girls) did not value 
Aesthetics highly—just more highly than the lOth-grade males 
in the normative group. Additionally, the boys scored lower 
than the comparison group on Artistic (GOT) and Nature (BIS). 
In both cases the comparison groups were somewhat older. It 
is possible that the sensory experiences offered by the arts 
and by nature do not provide sufficient mental stimulation to 
capture the interest of gifted males of this age. 
The high score by the gifted adolescent boys on the 
Aggression scale of the MPQ was rather unexpected. Aggression 
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is not frequently associated with the gifted population. In 
fact, research examining the relationship has found gifted 
children not to be more aggressive than their peers (e.g. 
Lehman & Erdwins, 1981; Liddle, 1958; Loeb & Jay, 1987; Ludwig 
& Cullinan, 1984). The subjects in the four studies just 
cited were elementary age, and it is possible that the gifted 
males become more aggressive relative to their peers after 
puberty. The Aggression scale of the MPQ does appear to 
measure a type of aggression associated with hostility, and 
this unexpected finding may be related to the high level of 
alienation reported by the same subjects. 
Gifted girls in this study scored lower than normative 
groups on Harm Avoidance (MPQ) and higher on Adventure (BIS), 
suggesting a risk-taking attitude described by some 
researchers (Davids, 1966; Payne, Halpin, Ellett, & Dale, 
1975). They also scored higher than the normative group on 
Endurance (ACL), supporting the notion that highly-intelligent 
students persevere, even when the going gets rough (Hildreth, 
1938; Wall, 1960). 
That gifted adolescent girls demonstrated less Deference 
(ACL) than the normative group is certainly no surprise. The 
unwillingness of gifted individuals of either gender to submit 
to the dictates of those in authority is well documented 
(Badgett, Fair, & Hunkler, 1974, Mason, Adams, & Blood, 1968). 
Their higher score on Order, suggesting organization and 
planning, is less easily explained. It does fit in with the 
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perseverance described earlier and is consistent with the 
thorough planning described by Brandwein (1955). 
Overall, the interests of both gifted males and gifted 
females in this study appear dominated by their need for 
mental challenge. This thirst for knowledge, which is a 
dominant force in their values and their choice of life work, 
is more intense for the males. For the females, it is 
tempered by a greater enjoyment of social activities and 
appreciation of aesthetic pursuits. The self-confidence of 
this population in spite of the alienation they feel is an 
interesting finding. Additionally, the males scored somewhat 
higher than the norm group on aggression, and the females 
appear to be more risk-taking, perseverant, organized, but 
less submissive to authority than the normative groups. 
Gender Differences 
Males and females have different interests and values. 
Thorndike (1911) summed up an important distinction when he 
pointed out that men are highly interested in things, but 
women are most interested in people. For the highly-gifted 
population, the difference might better be conceptualized as 
people versus ideas. The gifted adolescent males in this 
study love to play with ideas, as evidenced by their high 
Theoretical (SOV) and Investigative (GOT) scores. It is not 
that the gifted girls are not interested in ideas, but that 
they have competing interests; They enjoy and value people, 
and they like pursuing aesthetic experiences. The adolescent 
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girls in this study consistently scored higher on all scales 
related to social activities^ with higher scores on the Social 
scales of both the SOV and the GOT and with a higher score on 
Social Closeness of the MPQ. Additionally, the gifted boys 
demonstrated higher Alienation (MFQ), another indicator that 
they have more trouble getting close to people than the girls 
do. 
The greater appreciation of beauty in all forms by gifted 
females was demonstrated in higher scores on Aesthetic (SOV), 
Artistic (GOT), Art (BIS), and Nature (BIS). Their 
significantly higher score on Absorption (MPQ) can be viewed 
as additional evidence of their love of beauty in that it 
describes their ability to be caught up or enthralled by 
sensory experiences. None of these findings are new. High 
interest by gifted males on theoretical-investigative 
interests and of the females on social and aeshetics pursuits 
are well documented (Astin, 1974; Lubinski, Benbow, & Sanders, 
1993; Southern & Plant, 1968; Warren & Heist, 1960). 
The girls also were consistent in their higher value of 
religion, scoring higher on the Religious scales on both the 
SOV and the BIS. This finding supports the results of earlier 
studies using the SOV in which gifted females repeatedly 
scored higher than males in religious interests (Lubinski, 
Benbow, & Sanders, 1993; Southern & Plant, 1968; Warren & 
Heist, 1960). The gifted boys also scored higher than the 
girls on the Economic scale of the SOV and on the Realistic 
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theme of the GOT, supporting Thorndike's assertion that males 
show more interest in things and consistent with previous 
studies using the SOV and GOT (Lubinski, Benbow, & Sanders^ 
1993; Southern & Plant, 1968; Warren & Heist, 1960). 
The adolescent boys also scored significantly higher on 
the Political scale of the SOV. The Political scale deals 
with interest in power and is akin to Aggression (MFQ), which 
relates to the willingness to use power or force and may be 
connected to the higher activity level typically found in 
males (Erne, 1979). Gender differences relating to power and 
aggression are among the most highly researched differences 
between males and females in the general population and 
certainly are not limited to the gifted population (Hyde, 
1990). The higher interest in Athletics (BIS) demonstrated by 
the males can also be tied to a greater willingness by males 
to use power for advantage (Jacklin, 1992), to a more 
competitive spirit (Arch, 1993), and to the higher activity 
level mentioned earlier (Eme, 1979). 
Archer and Lloyd (1985) pointed out a salient 
relationship between aggression and fear when they stated, 
"Fear inhibits aggression, and aggression inhibits fear" (p. 
160). Consistent with that relationship between fear and 
aggression, the gifted boys scored significantly higher on 
aggression but lower on Stress Reaction (MFQ), a scale that 
relates to worry and negative mood states. In this respect 
the gifted adolescents appear to mirror the general 
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population, in which adolescent females reportedly experience 
more anxiety (Bernstein, Garfinkel, & Hoberman, 1989) and 
considerably more depression than males (Cohen, et al., 1993). 
Burke and Weir (1978) concluded that adolescent girls 
experience more stress than boys and, therefore, are under 
more psychological strain, while Archer and Lloyd (1985) 
offered the possible explanation that they may be more willing 
to admit their distress. It is noteworthy that regardless of 
their distress, the gifted females still scored higher on 
Weil-Being (MPQ), a scale that suggests optimism and 
happiness. It can be posited that the support that the 
females experience from close relationships neutralizes the 
stress they experience and allows them to enjoy their lives. 
The greater risk-taking willingness demonstrated by the 
gifted boys in this study by their lower score on Harm 
Avoidance (MPQ) is also characteristic of males and females in 
general (Block, 1983). Arch (1993) posited that females are 
also less willing to take risks in the social arena, another 
indication of the importance of social relationships to 
females. One is less likely to risk something that is very 
precious. The gifted adolescent girls also were higher on 
Endurance (ACL), suggesting a greater willingness to 
persevere. This finding, when coupled with the higher scores 
by females on Harm Avoidance (MPQ), suggests that the gifted 
girls are more inclined to persist on tedious tasks, but not 
when risk is involved. 
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Overall, the main distinctions between the gifted males 
and females in this study are the males' compelling need to 
play with ideas and their greater preoccupation with things. 
The females, while they enjoy mental challenge, also value and 
enjoy people more than the males and are more anxious to 
pursue aesthetic interests. They also are more interested in 
religious and spiritual activities. The adolescent girls 
reported more psychological distress, but also appeared more 
successful in building close relationships, with the overall 
result of a sense of well-being that is somewhat higher than 
that of the males. 
Differences according to Talent Domain 
The gifted adolescents in this study clearly have 
personality patterns related to their talents or areas of 
intellectual strength. The overall distinction between the 
mathematical group and verbal group of gifted adolescents 
appears to be an aversion, by the verbal group, to any type of 
boundaries or limitations, as will become evident as each area 
of distinction is examined more closely. 
Autonomy and Deference 
The primarily-verbally gifted boys scored higher on 
Autonomy (ACL), but lower on Deference (ACL). People high on 
autonomy act independently of the actions or wishes of others 
and certainly are less likely to demonstrate respect for 
authority. This finding supports earlier research that 
suggests verbally-gifted individuals tend to be more 
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individualistic (Werner & Bachtold, 1969), less conforming, 
and "aloof from higher authority" (Sanders, Mefferd, & Bown, 
1960, p. 501). They also have been described as relying on 
their own perceptions and feelings to make their decisions 
(Sanders, Mefferd, & Bown, 1960). D'Heurle, Mellinger, and 
Haggard (1959) found students who were high achievers in 
reading but not math to be less responsive to parental 
pressure and control. 
The Traditionalism scale of the MPQ, which measures how 
much a person subscribes to conventional values, is closely 
related to this wish to be free of constraints and authority. 
Consistent with results on Autonomy and Deference, the 
primarily-verbal boys also scored lower than the primarily-
mathematical boys on the Traditionalism scale. 
Aesthetics 
The primarily-verbally gifted boys scored higher than the 
primarily-mathematically gifted boys in their Aesthetic 
values (SOV). This can be tied to the observations of other 
researchers that verbally-talented individuals have a more 
subjective world-view, while the mathematically-talented tend 
toward a more objective view of reality (D'Heurle, Mellinger, 
& Haggard, 1959; Sanders, Mefferd, & Bown, 1960). Viernstein, 
McGinn, and Hogan (1977) found verbal individuals to be more 
responsive to sensory experience. Additionally, the verbal 
males preferred graphic designs that were asymmetrical 
complex, and unfinished, in contrast to the mathematical boys 
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who preferred organized, syinmetrical, and simple designs. The 
verbally gifted are also more prone to fantasy (D'Heurle, 
Mellinger, & Haggard, 1959). Thus, it can be argued that the 
greater interest demonstrated by the verbally-gifted boys for 
aesthetic values is additional evidence of their disdain for 
limits and of their need to express themselves with the 
symbols of a subjective reality. 
Control 
In keeping with their dislike of limits, the verbal group 
scored lower on Self-Control (ACL) and Control (MPQ), scales 
that measure such attributes as impulsivity and dependability. 
This finding also supports earlier research, which found 
mathematically-gifted individuals to be more conscientious and 
rule-oriented (Werner & Bachtold, 1969), less distractible 
(Viernstein, McGinn, & Hogan, 1977; Maccoby & Rau, 1962), and 
to demonstrate more endurance and perseverance (McCarthy, 
1975; Sanders, Mefferd, & Bown, 1960). People who score high 
on the Conventional scale (GOT) of the Strong are described as 
highly ordered, stable, dependable, and well-controlled. This 
is similar to the Self-Control (ACL) and Control (MPQ) scales. 
The lower scores by the verbal group on Conventional (GOT) 
support the impression that verbally-talented individuals are 
more impulsive, careless, and less dependable than the 
mathematical group. It seems that the verbally-gifted boys do 
not like limits, even when self-imposed. 
74 
Aggression 
The primarily-verbally gifted boys scored statistically-
significantly higher than the primarily-mathematically gifted 
on the Aggression scale of the MPQ. On the Aggression scale 
of ACL, the difference approached significance (g = .068) in 
the scune direction. These findings suggest more willingness 
by the high verbal boys to use force to get what they want and 
support the impression that the high verbal adolescent males 
are more willing to push the limits in general. 
Information in the literature about aggression as 
relating to intellectual giftedness and talent domains is 
meager as well as complex. Some studies have found math-
talented boys to be more aggressive (Ferguson & Maccoby, 
1966). Others have found the verbally-talented boys to be 
more aggressive (McCarthy, 1975). The stickler seems to be 
that aggression can be manifested in several ways. Ferguson 
and Maccoby (1966) posited that mathematical ability is 
related to a more appropriate or productive type of 
aggression, while the high verbal boys display a more 
antisocial aggression. This conclusion is supported by 
findings that high-verbal children are more hostile (D'Heurle, 
Mellinger, & Haggard, 1959; Sanford, 1943) as well as the 
results of Ferguson and Maccoby's (1966) study indicating that 
high verbal boys reported more antisocial and hostile feelings 
but that peers rated high math boys higher on "the kind of 
aggression that seems appropriate for boys of this age in 
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their interaction with peers" (p. 568). The type of 
aggression measured by the MFQ in this study appears to be 
more of the hostile type, and, in fact, correlates (r = .41) 
with the Alienation (MPQ) scale. 
The above discussion about personality differences 
related to talent domain pertains to the gifted adolescent 
boys in this study. As related earlier, the Religious value 
of the SOV is the only scale in the study in which, when a 
statistically-significant difference emerged, the differences 
were not in the same direction for each gender. In this case, 
only the difference for the females was statistically 
significant. (Verbally-gifted females were higher than 
mathematically-gifted females on Religious values.) An 
examination of correlations, by gender, between mathematical 
talent and verbal talent with the Religious scale (SOV) 
reveals very small correlations, suggesting that this finding 
might not be replicated in further research. 
In considering all the relationships examined in this 
study, it does appear that the inclination of the verbally-
gifted adolescent males to push the limits and insist on 
"doing it my way" puts them at more social and psychological 
risk than the other gifted adolescents. Indeed, the 
literature supports some negative social and psychological 
traits associated with high verbal ability. Individuals with 
high verbal ability tend to be less sociable and outgoing, 
less confident, and more withdrawn, tense, and anxious 
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(D'Heurle, Mellinger, & Haggard, 1959). It is quite likely 
that their more extreme individualism, plus a vocabulary that 
sets them apart from their peers, hinders social relationships 
and encourages a sense of alienation that can lead to 
aggressive and antisocial behavior. Being female appears to 
offer some protection in that gifted boys have more antisocial 
and aggressive behavior than gifted girls (Ludwig & Cullinan, 
1984). Protective mechanisms may include a better ability to 
develop close relationships demonstrated by the gifted 
adolescent females in this study. The gifted verbal girls do 
have special risks of their own, however. A study by Jensen 
(1994) indicated that verbally-gifted girls had high levels of 
depression and paranoia. 
The results of this study highlight the alienation and 
loneliness experienced by many intellectually-gifted 
adolescents and draw attention to intensified risk of 
verbally-gifted males for social problems that can lead to 
risky or even antisocial behavior. Parents and educators need 
to be informed of these risks so that they can create 
opportunities for these students to express themselves 
individualistically within a framework that is accepting and 
also offer psychological support when needed. 
There are several major limitations to this study. One 
is the lack of good normative groups for the comparisons of 
the gifted adolescents with non-gifted peers. This is 
especially salient for the comparisons using BIS scales, where 
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the only available comparison groups were adults with an 
average age of 38. Such comparisons obviously do not control 
for changes that occur as people get older, and, thus, are 
quite limited in their usefulness. 
Another limitation of this study is that it relied on 
self-report instruments. Thus, the results are dependent on 
how the adolescents perceive their own characteristics. 
Research that obtains information from others would add a more 
complete understanding of the characteristics of this 
population. Additionally, although the total number of 
subjects was adequate, a larger sample of students, especially 
females, displaying significant discrepancies in their 
abilities would have allowed a more complete analysis of the 
differences between the verbally and mathematically gifted 
students. 
Lastly, the high number of t-tests increases the 
likelihood of experiment-wise error. The consistency of 
findings on similar themes measured by the four different 
instruments, plus the substantial effect sizes for most of the 
findings, do add confidence to the overall results, however. 
In today's Zeitgeist, much attention is focused on the 
diversity of our population to ensure that the sensitivities 
of each group are recognized, that their contributions are 
appreciated, and that all are encouraged in their efforts to 
have productive, and fulfilling lives. It is often assumed, 
but inaccurately so, that the intellectually gifted need no 
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special help—that they have no special needs or problems. It 
is true that the struggles of very bright students are not as 
apparent as struggles caused by racial differences or 
handicapping conditions. They do, however, cause an intense, 
inner pain that can hinder achievement. Our intellectually-
gifted youngsters have the capability to make enormous 
contributions to the world. Efforts that address their 
special needs can benefit them individually and society as a 
whole. 
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GENERAL SUMMARY 
Precocious people are different enough from their peers 
to attract attention. Historically, extreme intelligence has 
been associated with mental illness and other undesirable 
traits (Grinder, 1985; Lombroso, 1891). Although these myths 
have been refuted by the work of Terman (1925), Hollingworth 
(1926), and others, highly-intelligent individuals still are 
not well understood. In this dissertation, the research 
literature pertaining to the personalities of highly-
intelligent people is reviewed. In addition, an empirical 
study is presented that examined the questions of whether 
characteristics of intellectually-gifted people are related to 
their domain of giftedness, and if so, does gender interact 
with domain to influence traits of gifted individuals? 
Subjects of the research were junior high students who 
had been identified as highly gifted either in mathematics or 
in verbal ability. This distinction allowed personality 
comparisons using the Adjective Check List, Study of Values, 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire, and Strong 
Interest Inventory. Comparisons were done separately by 
gender. 
When compared to the general population, this group of 
intellectually gifted adolescents was found to be driven by a 
compelling need for knowledge and understanding of the world 
around them. In spite a sense of alienation they felt, they 
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were confident of themselves. They made up their own minds 
about issues and were not especially respectful of authority. 
Some gender differences emerged in this group. The 
gifted males were more driven by their theoretical interests. 
The females, while also having high theoretical interests, 
demonstrated much more interest in social activities and 
aesthetic pursuits. The gifted girls also placed more value 
on religious activities. 
There were also differences related to talent domain that 
can be summed up saying that the verbally-gifted adolescents 
were less social and appeared to dislike the constraints of 
limits imposed by society or even themselves. Thus, they 
appear to be at somewhat more risk for social or psychological 
distress. 
Young people with high intellectual abilities are those 
with the greatest potential to make contributions to benefit 
future generations. These findings that add to our 
understanding of this population have implications for gifted 
education, which has been given the task of helping highly-
intelligent young people develop their potential, enabling 
them to contribute to society and lead lives that are 
satisfying and fulfilling. 
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APPENDIX 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE SCALES USED IN THIS STUDY 
Scales N Mean SD 
Study of Values* 
Theoretical 
Normative 
Normative 
Males 
Females 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Economic 
Normative 
Normative 
Males 
Females 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Aesthetic 
Normative 
Normative 
Males 
Females 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Social 
Normative 
Normative 
Males 
Females 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Males 
Females 
Mathematical—Males 
Mathematical—Females 
Verbal—Males 
Verbal—Females 
Males 
Females 
Mathematical—Males 
Mathematical—Females 
Verbal—Males 
Verbal—Females 
Males 
Females 
Mathematical—Males 
Mathematical—Females 
Verbal—Males 
Verbal—Females 
Males 
Females 
Mathematical—Males 
Mathematical—Females 
Verbal—Males 
Verbal—Females 
1838 44.59 6.48 
2306 37.80 6.80 
311 47.59 7.06 
219 41.06 7.19 
108 47.71 6.89 
36 42.58 8.94 
59 46.82 6.12 
88 39.40 6.61 
1838 42.41 6.90 
2306 37.70 6.15 
311 42.97 7.36 
219 36.68 7.22 
108 43.13 7.21 
36 39.14 7.29 
59 42.17 7.26 
88 34.42 7.47 
1838 35.00 7.44 
2306 38.02 7.13 
311 37.61 8.11 
219 43.72 7.73 
108 35.41 6.85 
36 42.76 6.28 
59 41.55 8.74 
88 46.02 7.55 
1838 37.35 6.39 
2306 43.47 7.00 
311 35.90 7.00 
219 43.11 7.78 
108 36.61 6.32 
36 43.22 7.00 
59 35.75 6.97 
88 43.93 8.40 
' Scales are ipsative; Scores combined for an individual for 
six scales must equal 240. 
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Scales N Mean SD 
Study of Values* 
Political 
Normative 
Normative 
Males 
Females 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Religious 
Normative 
Normative 
Males 
Females 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Males 
Females 
Mathematical—Males 
Mathematical—Females 
Verbal—Males 
Verbal—Females 
Males 
Females 
Mathematical—Males 
Mathematical—Females 
Verbal—Males 
Verbal—Females 
Adjective Check List*" 
Autonomy 
Normative 
Normative 
Males 
Females 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Aggression 
Normative 
Normative 
Males 
Females 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Primarily 
Males 
Females 
Mathematical—Males 
Mathematical—Females 
Verbal—Males 
Verbal—Females 
Males 
Females 
Mathematical—Males 
Mathematical—Females 
Verbal—Males 
Verbal—Females 
1838 42.94 5.79 
2306 39.40 6.04 
311 43.48 6.17 
219 39.28 6.95 
108 43.07 6.47 
36 39.08 7.07 
59 42.92 5.96 
88 38.89 7.20 
1838 37.09 7.55 
2306 43.11 8.29 
311 32.45 10.88 
219 36.10 9.93 
108 34.07 11.62 
36 33.21 9.60 
59 30.80 11.16 
88 37.34 9.69 
128 52.34 9.89 
126 51.87 9.59 
321 52.47 8.90 
224 53.76 9.13 
109 50.18 7.67 
37 52.87 8.94 
62 53.06 9.21 
92 54.80 9.82 
128 52.00 10.54 
126 52.13 9.64 
321 54.17 9.48 
224 53.14 9.97 
109 52.86 8.70 
37 51.41 9.98 
62 55.53 9.84 
92 53.26 10.06 
" Scores are ipsative; Scores 
individual must equal 240. 
T scores: M = 50; SD = 10. 
combined for six scales for an 
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Scales N Mean SD 
Adjective Check List' 
Change 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Deference 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Order 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Self-Confidence 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
128 53 .46 9. 45 
126 54 .40 9. 40 
321 52 .10 9. 36 
224 52 .57 10. 32 
109 51 .32 8. 70 
37 53 .32 10. 39 
62 52 .95 9. 89 
92 53 .35 10. 44 
128 46 .84 10. 34 
126 47 .75 9. 70 
321 44 .55 9. 66 
224 44 .37 10. 59 
109 46 .76 8. 61 
37 46 .08 10. 70 
62 43 .50 9. 99 
92 43 .39 10. 58 
128 44 .40 10. 05 
126 43 .17 9. 09 
321 45 .20 9. 37 
224 46 .26 9. 84 
109 46 .23 9. 77 
37 47 .03 10. 78 
62 44 .11 10. 10 
92 45 .83 10. 56 
128 46 .70 10. 28 
126 45 .87 8. 56 
321 50 .96 9. 66 
224 51 .14 10. 46 
109 50 .76 10. 56 
37 51 .30 9. 71 
62 50 .21 8. 66 
92 50 .10 11. 92 
T scores; M = 50; SD = 10 
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Scales N Mean SD 
Adjective Check List" 
Self-Control 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Affiliation 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Endurance 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire 
Weil-Being 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
128 45 .48 9. 65 
126 45 .25 10. 83 
321 43 .28 10. 19 
224 44 .19 11. 06 
109 45 .15 9. 66 
37 44 .43 10. 60 
62 41 .77 11. 50 
92 43 .88 11. 79 
128 46 .66 8. 86 
126 49 .07 9. 38 
321 47 .40 9. 80 
224 48 .54 11. 28 
109 48 .34 9. 77 
37 49 .43 9. 50 
62 46 .71 9. 47 
92 48 .43 11. 66 
128 43 .88 9. 84 
126 42 .40 8. 83 
321 45 .96 9. 21 
224 47 .67 8. 54 
109 47 .22 9. 75 
37 48 .62 8. 57 
62 44 .73 9. 69 
92 47 .52 9. 34 
300 19 .1 5. 0 
500 18 .9 5. 1 
206 16 .49 5. 64 
127 17 .80 5. 77 
67 16 .66 5. 48 
16 17 .06 6. 04 
44 15 .98 5. 99 
54 18 .22 5. 57 
" T scores: M = 50; SD = 10 
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Scales N Mean SD 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire 
Social Potency 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Achievement 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Social Closeness 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Stress Reaction 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Alienation 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
300 13 .6 6 .0 
500 11 .2 6 .3 
206 12 .46 6 .07 
127 13 .38 6 .31 
67 11 .01 5 .85 
16 11 .69 7 .30 
44 12 .52 5 .72 
54 13 .31 6 .50 
300 11 .9 4 .8 
500 11 .8 4 .7 
206 11 .23 4 .26 
127 12 .09 4 .80 
67 11 .73 4 .07 
16 12 .25 5 .42 
44 11 .18 4 .96 
54 12 .31 4 .71 
300 15 .2 4 .7 
500 16 .1 4 .5 
206 12 .43 4 .71 
127 13 .83 5 .26 
67 12 .76 4 .54 
16 14 .13 5 .74 
44 11 .50 5 .01 
54 13 .46 4 .63 
300 10 .4 6 .5 
500 12 .3 6 .5 
206 11 .96 6 .11 
127 13 .50 6 .16 
67 12 .13 5 .93 
16 12 .88 6 .17 
44 11 .50 5 .01 
54 14 .00 6 .09 
300 2 .9 3 .7 
500 2 .0 2 .7 
206 8 .05 5 .13 
127 5 .46 4 .25 
67 7 .93 5 .23 
16 5 .88 4 .88 
44 8 .84 5 .41 
54 5 .91 4 .13 
100 
Scales N Mean SD 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire 
Aggression 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Control 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Harm Avoidance 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical-"Femalee 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Traditionalism 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Absorption 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
300 7 .0 4 .6 
500 4 .4 3 .3 
206 10 .98 5 .13 
127 6 .01 4 .13 
67 9 .67 5 .17 
16 5 .13 3 .59 
44 11 .73 5 .06 
54 5 .41 3 .31 
300 14 .1 5 .0 
500 14 .3 3 .3 
206 11 .93 4 .92 
127 12 .47 5 .71 
67 12 .90 5 .02 
16 12 .50 6 .63 
44 10 .98 4 .91 
54 12 .91 5 .90 
300 13 .1 5 .8 
500 17 .0 5 .7 
206 10 .64 6 .06 
127 13 .54 6 .52 
67 12 .22 5 .83 
16 14 .06 7 .90 
44 9 .43 6 .19 
54 14 .48 6 .17 
300 14 .5 5 .5 
500 13 .0 5 .8 
206 14 .87 6 .26 
127 15 .37 5 .36 
67 17 .33 5 .60 
16 14 .63 5 .16 
44 13 .75 6 .28 
54 15 .67 5 .83 
300 19 .6 7 .3 
500 21 .4 6 .9 
206 17 .51 7 .78 
107 21 .65 7 .41 
67 16 .70 7 .73 
16 19 .38 6 .95 
44 19 .34 7 .42 
54 22 .50 6 .93 
101 
Scales N Mean SD 
General Occupational Themes' 
Realistic 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Investigative 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Artistic 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Social 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
77 51 .6 10 .3 
71 40 .4 9 .4 
204 48 .23 9 .17 
127 43 .76 8 .50 
65 48 .82 9 .23 
18 44 .33 8 .57 
43 50 .23 10 .63 
54 42 .59 7 .37 
77 50 .8 10 .4 
71 45 .2 10 .2 
204 53 .55 8 .11 
127 52 .79 8 .92 
65 55 .29 7 .10 
18 54 .44 9 .01 
43 53 .53 8 .38 
54 40 .56 8 .52 
77 48 .3 10 .7 
71 51 .1 10 .5 
204 43 .21 10 .58 
127 54 .03 9 .25 
65 41 .43 9 .54 
18 49 .50 10 .71 
43 43 .79 11 .25 
54 57 .04 8 .20 
77 46 .0 10 .6 
71 50 .5 9 .9 
204 39 .41 10 .11 
127 49 .23 10 .56 
65 41 .60 10 .18 
18 46 .83 11 .56 
43 38 .37 10 .52 
54 49 .56 10 .78 
• T scores: M = 50; SD = 10. 
102 
Scales N Mean SD 
General Occupational Themes" 
Enterprising 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Conventional 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Basic Interest Scales' 
Nature 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Adventure 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
77 51 .4 9. 4 
71 51 .8 9. 0 
204 43 .29 9. 40 
127 44 .76 9. 85 
65 44 .06 8. 93 
18 42 .83 12. 25 
43 43 .07 9. 32 
54 44 .13 9. 50 
77 52 .8 10. 3 
71 53 .4 10. 6 
204 46 .67 9. 81 
127 47 .13 10. 25 
65 50 .15 9. 99 
18 51 .39 11. 35 
43 45 .37 10. 40 
54 44 .89 10. 13 
300 49 .3 9. 9 
300 50 .7 10. 1 
204 41 .26 9. 15 
127 50 .36 9. 62 
65 41 .80 9. 69 
18 48 .56 11. 19 
43 41 .53 9. 79 
54 51 .31 8. 47 
300 52 .7 9. 7 
300 47 .3 9. 5 
204 57 .09 9. 24 
127 51 .28 10. 01 
65 55 .46 9. 72 
18 48 .39 11. 19 
43 59 .42 8. 81 
54 50 .57 9. 04 
• T scores; M = 50; SD = 10. 
103 
Scales N Mean SD 
Basic Interest Scales® 
Music 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Art 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Athletics 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
Religion 
Normative Males 
Normative Females 
Males 
Females 
Primarily Mathematical—Males 
Primarily Mathematical—Females 
Primarily Verbal—Males 
Primarily Verbal—Females 
300 46 .9 9 .9 
300 53 .1 9 .0 
204 43 .90 9 .01 
127 55 .30 8 .91 
65 43 .05 7 .76 
18 53 .22 8 .80 
43 44 .05 9 .78 
54 57 .33 9 .23 
300 46 .5 9 .8 
300 53 .5 9 .0 
204 43 .30 9 .61 
127 54 .01 10 .03 
65 41 .66 9 .09 
18 50 .67 11 .82 
43 44 .19 9 .91 
54 57 .06 8 .68 
300 53 .1 9 .8 
300 46 .9 9 .0 
204 48 .77 9 .24 
127 45 .90 8 .16 
65 49 .14 9 .51 
18 45 .67 8 .42 
43 46 .23 9 .37 
54 44 .07 8 .25 
300 49 .6 9 .9 
300 50 .4 10 .1 
204 43 .09 9 .94 
127 48 .00 10 .21 
65 45 .31 10 .45 
18 46 .17 8 .56 
43 42 .56 10 .03 
54 48 .54 10 .04 
T Scores; M = 50; SD = 10 
